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THE SUPREME COURT OF THE STATE OF IDAHO

STATE OF IDAHO,

)

NO. 46759-2019

)

Plaintiff-Respondent,

)

V.

)

Kootenai County Case No.

)

CR-2014-2478

)

TRACY LOREN WORKMAN,

)

RESPONDENT'S BRIEF

)

Defendant-Appellant.

)
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Of His Rule 35 Motion For

Sentence

district court
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sentences 0f 16 years, with
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Correction
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later, in

a Rule 35(a) motion for correction of an illegal sentence, Which
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the denial of his 0f his Rule 35(a) motion. (R., pp.255-58.)
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by denying
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Rule 35(a) motion for correction of an
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of his claim that “his sentence
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manner Within 120 days 0f the entry of the judgment imposing sentence or

order releasing retained jurisdiction.

I.C.R. 35(b).
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correct a sentence
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signiﬁcant questions of fact or require an evidentiary hearing” and does not encompass

“reexamin[ing] the facts underlying the case.”
1143, 1147 (2009). “[E]rrors occurring at

trial

State V. Clements, 148 Idaho 82, 86,

218 P.3d

or before the imposition of the sentence” are not
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Rule 35(a) motions address “only questions of law.”
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errors are therefore not
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reexamine errors occurring
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much
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before the imposition of the sentence.”).
sentence

sentenced

court had previously ordered and While

court committed error before the imposition 0f sentence.

Within the scope of Rule 35(a).

it

refuse t0 participate in the presentence
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g0 through the plea and sentencing in the same day

to
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Therefore, the district

35(a) motion for correction of an illegal sentence should

m
The

state respectfully requests this

Workman’s Rule

Court to afﬁrm the

district court’s

order denying

35(a) motion for correction of an illegal sentence.
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